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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD

In the Matter of the Petition
of the Lake Tahoe Task Force,
Northern California Regional
Conservation Committee, Sierra
Club, for Review by the State .
Board of Approval of Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Agency,
Wastewater Treatment and
Conveyance System, North Lake
Tahoe~Truckee River Basin.

Ofder No. WQG 75-15

BY THE BOARD:

By letters dated March 3, 1975, and April 15, 1975,
the Lake Tahoe Task Force, Northern California Regionai Conservation
Committee, Sierra Club (petitioner) requested that the State Water
Resources Control Board (State Board) review and rescind the
determination of the staff of the Division of Water Quallty

(staff) to give concept approval to the Tahoe-Truckee San1tat10n§

~ Agency's proposed wastewater treatment and conveyance facilities

. project. A petition for review of the specific staff actions in

the matter is not provided for by Section 2154, Subchapter 7,
Chapter 3, Title 23 of the California Administrative Code; the
Board's regulation concernlng review of dlscretlonary decisions

of the Water Quality D1v181on staff However, this partlcular
petition has been con51dered based on provisions of the Callfornla
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the Resources Agency
Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA. The review afforded in this
matter will be limited to consideration by the State Board of the
staff's decision to give concept aﬁproval in light of the

environmental documents.




SUMMARY OF FACTS

| | @
The Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency was formed on May 1,

1972, subsequent to passage of an enabling act by the State
Legislature, for the purpose of_finding a soluﬁion to the watef.
quality problems in the Lake Tahoe and Truckee River Basins.

- Subsequent to this time, a project report was prepared by the

. Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, a bond election passed which
provided the local share of funding for a project and'approval of
the_concept of a regional sewerage project was given by the |
State Board. The project as set forth in the Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency Amended Project Report, dated February 1973
provided for initial treatment capacity of 6 million gallons :
per day (mgd), with an additional capacity of 6 mgd to be added
at a later date. - — o S 1'. W

After revision of population projections, the grant

eligible capacity of theftreatment plant project was established

at 4.83 mgd and the cépacity of the Truckee Rivef_Interceptor

at 7.6 mgd. The project is being designed to the granﬂ eligible
capacity. The Environmental Proteétion'Agency (EPA) prepared-an
Environmental Imﬁact Stafement (EIS) which has:been used

by the staff as the environmental impéct analyéis_for the‘ ‘
project pursuant to CEQA. The final EIS was completed Septeﬁber 17,
1974. In response to a request from the President's Council on
'Environmental Quality, a supplement was prepared by EPA which

was finalized on May 15, 1975.

_ . 9
2 .




<~ N | o

The project was approved bj the California Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency (CTRPA) on May 3, 1975, and the
bi-state Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) on May 28,
1975. The staff of the Division of Water Quality gave éonceptv
approval to the project on February 11, 1975. On March 31,
1975, the staff approved pléns and specifications for the
Truckee River Interceptor portion of thé project and authorized
the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency to advertise for bids on
that portion of the project. Further design approval and
approval to award the construction'contract for the interceptér
has not been given by staff pending the outcome of this review.

The project given concept approval by thé staff
("Alternative H" as discussed in the EIS) provides for the
collection and transportatioﬁ of all wastes to a treatment plant
at the confluence of the Truckee River at Martis Creek. The
wastes would be treated to a very high level, then applied to

subsurface strata on adjacent land for ultimate disposal.

CONTENTIONS AND FINDINGS

The petition contained an extensive list of contentions,

most of which are consolidated in the followirng discussion into

three major contentions. The State Board's conclusions regarding any

contentions not.directly addressed in this order are the same
as the staff conclusions contained in the staff repoft‘to the
Board entitled "Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Project: Summary of
Sierra Club Comments and Impact Statement Contents", attached

and made a part of this order by reference.
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The major coﬂtentions set forth in the petition and the State

Board's findings thereon are as follows: , [.

1. Contention

Existing facilities meet or can be readily modified to
meet water quality‘objectives ih the Tahoe Basin portion of the

Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency service area.
Finding
The petitioner favors an alternative to the project

. chosen which would allow "unbundling" of the tfeatment_facilities

neéessary to treat the waste from the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation

Agency service area. That is, the petitioner favors several

—

smaller treatment facilities rather than the single facility ’ [
proposed. Alternatives similar to that recommended by petitioner k

are discussed as "Alternative J" and "Alternative I"™ in the impact .

statement. : ' B g

The existing facility for.tfeaﬁment_of WaéfeéVwithth"'
the Tahoe Basin porticn of the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation area is
an interim facility consisting of a primary treatment plant
located near Tahoe City which is operated jointly by the |
Tahoe Cify Public Utility District (TCPUD) and the North
Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD). Effluent from the
treatment plant is pumped abouﬁ threé milés fo disposal
facilities located at the 7,400 to 7,600 foot elevaﬁion ievel
in an extinct volcanic cinder cone. The disposal}facilities
consist of percolation trenches from which the effluent

percolates into the soil and eventually into the Truckee River '
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outside the Lake Tahoe Basin. This interim facility is

scheduled to be in use only until January 1, 1976. The capacity

of that facility as provided by a U. S. Forest Service permit

and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board waste

discharge requirements is 2.8 mgd , seven—day‘avérage. In May 1975
the average flow to the Cinder Cone was 2.78 mgd, 30-day average, with
a maximum daily flow of 3.40 mgd. The seven-day average limitation

was exceeded on May 20, 21 and 22.*. On June L4, 1975, the Regional

Water Quality Control Board issued Cease and Desist Order

No. 6~75-58, containing a prohibition of additionél connéctions
to the NTPUD-TCPUD facilities. The Regional Board found that the
~capacity of the Cinder Cone had been exceeded and violations of
waste discharge requirements were occurring.

The petitioner favors continued use of the Cinder Cone
and contends that by upgrading treatment to the secondary or
tertiary level and correcting infiltration problems, a Cinder
Cone capacity of 2.8 mgd could be maintained which would be
adequate to serve the population of NTPUD and TCPUD. |

A number of factors were considered in the impact
statement in deciding against conéinued use of the Cinder Cone
és an answer to water quality problems in the Tahoe Basin. The
Cinder Cone disposal site is property of the U. S. Forest Service
and is used by NTPUD and TCPUD under a yearly renewable lease
agreement. Said lease will expire on January 1, 1976, coincidentally

with the date set by the Regional Water Quality Control Board for

i
3

!

*Note: Data from report entitled "Staff Report on Violations of
Waste Discharge Requirements, Tahoe City Public Utility District
and North Tahoe Public Utility District, California Regional Water
Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region, June 2, 1975.
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ceasing use of the Cinder Cone as a disposal site. Whether or not '{.
an extension of such lease will be given is a matter of conjecﬁure.

The Forest Service has expressed a desire to restore the

Cinder Cone to public use. If such action were taken by the

U. S. Forest Service, development of a new disposal area where

few sites suitable for such purpose are known to exist would be
necessary.

Petitioner's argument ignofes the Forest Service's
desire and further does not deal with information in the impact
statement regarding possible groundwater mounding if the Cinder
Cone use is continued, resulting in possible groundwater flow
toward the Tahoe Basin, the imprecise nature of estimates of
Cinder Cone capacity over time, and the problem of attempting
to operate and maintain several highly complex treatment plahts . |
rather than being able to concentrate resources on proper
opération of the one regional plant.

The relative cost of implementing the variéﬁé éltérnéﬁi&eé’
is set forth in the EIS at page 111. ‘From that estimate it can |
be seen that the total costs of the project alternatives is very
close, and a decision as to which would be thé most desirable
project cannot be made based on cost alone. 4 ’

In summary, Alternative H alleviates problems associated‘
with continued use of the Cinder Cone site such as continuation of
the lease with the U. S. Forest Service, and avoids the need to
operate and maintain more than one treatment facility. In light

of the current failure of the Cinder Cone to meet waste discharge ‘
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requirements and the other problems enumerated above, the State
Board finds that the alternative plan given concept approval by
the staff is preferable to the alternative suggested by

petitioner.

2. Contention

Bona fide sewage handling needs of Truckee River portions
of the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency service area outside the
Tahoe Basin can be met efficiently without supporting further

urbanization of the Tahoe Basin.

Finding -

Petitioner'objects to the chosen project alternative
(Alternative H) for several reasons. Although the primary objection
raised is based on inducement of population grbwth in the Tahqe
Basin, other statements regarding the undesirable effects of ﬁhe
chbsen alternative were made which wiil be addfessed here. |

Petitioner objects to Alternative Plan H because it

calis for an interceptor which will disturb and disrupt land and

" vegetation near the Truckee River bed. Petitioner correctly points

out that the export line will be laid underground and cross the
river at eight places. The cost of the,intercéptor is estimated
at approximately $10 million. Appendix R at page 54 in_the EIS
addresses ﬁhe issue of the Truckee River Interceptor and
alternatives. The primary alternatives are the gravitybline along
the river (the chosen alternative) or a gravity-pressure line

along the highway right of way. Considerations which weighed in
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favor of the gravity interceptor were: lower cost, increased / w
reliability, energy conservation, more adequate ser'vicé along'the. ‘
interdeptor without the need of pumping, and reduction of inspectioﬁ
and maintenance concerns. Althoqgh there‘will be some visual
disruption during construction, the pipe will be buried and is not
expécted to have a permanent visual effect on the;scenic-river.
Further, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality'Control Board in its
comments on the draft EIS indicated that it will adopt waste
discharge requirements to prevent siltation of the Truckee River.
duriﬁg construction.

Petitioner contends that operating separate systems for
each of.the agencies outside the Tahoe Basin would be a bettef way
to handle the area's sewerage problems. Alternatives to the
system approved by the staff which involve separate treatment : O "
facilities are discussed in the EIS (pages 87-111) and in the
prOJect report for the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency project.

The primary disadvantages of the alternative suggested by petltloner
are, as discussed above, that it involves continued use of the
Cinder Cone and the need to operateqand maintain several highly
complex treatment plants rather than a single plant; Which
alternative is best is a matter of judgment and all'rélevaht factors
must be weighed. Reasonable persons will of course have differing
opinions as to which alternative is in fact the best. The State
Board, however, finds that the judgment made in the final EIS to

proceed with Alternative Plan H is supported by valid considerations

®



[ and that the adverse environmental impacts which will arise from
the construction of said project are outweighed by the need to

provide reliable protection for water quality.

3. Contention

The Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation A

approved by the Board's staff will support excessive urban

expansion in the Tahoe Basin.

Finding
| Petitioner contends that the alternative given
concept approval by the staff ("Alternative H") will have the
effect of inducing a large amount of growth in the Lake Tahée Baéin.
As stated above, the volume of discharge presently permitted to
‘ | the Cinder Cone is 2.8 mgd, seven-day average. Capacity in the
| new treatment facility for the Tahoe Basin will be 2.94 mgd. |
The capacity of 2.94 mgd in the new treatment facility will also
be measured on a seven-day average in accordance with‘waste
discharge requirements set by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board,  Lahontan Region. Consequeﬁtly, Alternative H provides
only slightly more capacity than'the.alternative advocated by
- petitioner, that is, continued use of the Cinder Cone with a
higher degree of treatment prior to discharge into the Cinder
Cone.

There are currently approximately 11,000 sewered but

yet undeveloped lots in the portion of the Tahoe Basin to be




served by Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency. | These subdivisions .

~

have been approved by the land use planning agéncies for the

area. Assuming the infiltration problems currently being
experienced by the NTPUD and TCPUD are solved, estimates of

the number of additional lots which could be served by the resefvé.
véapacity provided in the treatment plant under Alternati?e H

range from 3,400 to 3,800, depending upbn the assumptions used
regarding number of persons per lot and the amdunt of wastewater
which would be produced pér capita per day.
The Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency project, a; given

concept approval, would serve the following populations within

the Tahoe Basin:

Year 1974 1985 (treatment i 1994 (inter- sz

plant and ' ceptor
interceptor) only)
No. People 22,559 32,650 | o 40,917

As stated above on May 28, 1975,Athe bi—étate Tahbef‘"'”’y
Regional Planning Agency approved the project as in cqmpiiance | ‘5
with their regional plan. | ;

A revised regional plan is hbw being prépared by
California Tahoe Regional PlanningAAgency (CTRPA). -The draft.of
this plan does not contain population data suitable for

comparison. However, it should be noted that CTRPA, on May 3, 1975,
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approved the proposed Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency projéct as in
. compliance with the CTRPA regional plan provided that certain |
rovi: ing to allocation of reserve capacity among
potential users in the basin are followed. In its resolution
of approval, the CTRPA governing board found that the Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency project "is designed to serve substantially fewer
than the existing number of lots of record”.

There is no way to empirically determine whether the
urban expansion which will be facilitated by construction of the
proposed project is "excessive". Such a determination is a matter
of Jjudgment. In this instance, the regional plannihg agencies with
authority over the area involved have determined that the proposed
project is consistent with their plans and have approved the
| ‘ project. ‘The CTRPA, in fact, explicitly found after review of the
| ' environmental documents for the project that the project would. not

be growth-inducing if capacity were allocated as prescribed by
CTRPA in its resolution of May 3, 1975. Further, the CTRPA draft
plan dated May 12, 1975, is designed to allow development only
within the environmental constraints determined to exist in the
Tahoe Basin.*
The State Board's regulations, Section 2133(i), Subchapter 1,
Chapter 3, Title 23, California Administrative Code, do provide that

the State Board may deny, limit, or condition a grant where the

environmental impacts of the reserve capacity proposed outweigh

*See Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Draft Regional Plan,
dated May 14, 1975.
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the benefits. However, we find that reduction or reevaluation

of the capacity provided in the proposed Tahde—Truckee-Sanitation

- Agency plant is not warranted in this particular case in view

of (1) the need to proceed with construction in order to

alleviate the current waste disposal problems at the Cinder Cone,

(2) the fact that the regional land use planning agencies have

approved the project as consistent with their plans for the area,

(3) the fact that the CTRPA draft plan is designed to allow development

only within the environmental constraints existing within the

basin and (4) the fact that petitioner approves of continued

use of the Cinder Cone, with its rated capacity of 2.8 mgd

which is only slightly smaller than the 2.94 mgd provided for

the Tahoe Basin in the proposed treatment facility.

Petitioner's concern extends further than the amount

of treatment plant capacity provided by the project for the

Lake Tahoe Basin. Petitioner feels that the interceptor size

will allow Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency to
population within the Tahoe Basin which could
project by making some relatively inexpensive
Further, petitioner contends that the changes
without the necessity to apply for federal or

would therefore be uncontrolled by EPA or the

increase the

be served by the
changes in the system.
could be made

state fuﬁds and

State Board.

The size of the interceptor proposed could allow for

increased flows by regulation of f;ows through storagé during

‘normal peak periods and release into the interceptor during

non-peak periods. However, as discussed above, the capacity

~12-
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of the treatment plant is fixed and cannotrbe expahded without
the necessary governmental approvals which could not be given
prior td CEQA compliance.

Any future expansion of treatment plant capacity would

not be supported by grant funds, since State Board regulations

provide that expansion of capacity will be funded only once

(Section 2108(h), Title 23, Califérnia Administrative Code).
Petitioner points
the Martis Valley area of the Truckee River Basin are not final
and the area may be a low density development withoutvneed for
its allocated capacity. Petitioner claims that should Martis
Valley not use the capacity in the facility alloted to it
more capacity would be available for growth in the Lake Tahoe
Basin. |
The capacity of the‘Tahoe—Truckee.Sanitation Agenéy
facilities was determined based on the sum of population
projections for each of the jurisdictions to be served by the
Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency facilities. Because the
use of capacity designed for othér areas to serve population
growth in the Tahoe Basin could invalidate the EIS, which is
based on the population projections set forth at page 84 of
the EIS, the Board finds that the grant contract should

include a provision allocating capacity in the treatment

plant as follows:
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Area to be Served Average Daily Flow
Toren 6309%pup. | ~combined 2.9l MGD

(Includes capacity for State
Parks and National Forest

Facilities)
Alpine Springs CWD 0.16 MGD |
Squaw Valley CWD 0.32 MGD |
Truckee Sanitation District ' 1.16 MGD |

(Includes capacity for Martis .

Valley and State Park Facilities)
Truckee River Canyon 0.25 MGD

TOTAL L.83 MGD

These figures represent the capacity necessary to
serve the peak summer equivalent populetions set forth at
" page 84 of the EIS in accordance with the galloﬁs per capita
per day set forth at page 85 of the EIS. »

It is anticipated that capacity eould be redistributed

upon agreement of the district which would lose capacity.

However, such a redistribution could necessitate preparation .

of an additional environmental impact analysis.

CONCLUSIONS

.After consideration of the petitioner's letters of
March 3 and April 15, 1975, the impacﬁ statement, and the staff
| report thereon, the Board concludes as follows: |
1. The alternative approved by.the staff for treatment e
and disposal of wastewater from the Tahoe Basin (Alternative H)
is preferable to an alternative which involves continued use |
of the Cinder Cone and is preferable to an‘alternative which
involves use of several treatment plants rather than a single

plant.
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2. The capacity of the facilities to be constructed
in accordance with Alternative H is not excessive in light of the
need to protect water quality, the number of existing subdivided
lots within the Tahoe Basin service area of Tahoe-Truckee
Sanitation Agency and the regional land-use plans.

3. The State Board does not intend by this order to
condone further urbanization of the Lake Tahoe Basin. If and
when other state and/or local agencies determine that any given
environmental constraint or constraints dictate a smaller
population than that which would be served by the project,

population growth may be limited directly.
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ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that: - B (.

1. The grant contract for the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation
Agency wastewater treatment facilities be conditioned as set fdrth
on page 12 of this order.

2. The petition of the Léke Tahoe Task Force, Northern
Califérnia Regional Conservation Committee, Sierra Club, be

denied.

Dated: June 19, 1975

Z,{/‘ (/L)Léj ’/‘;*‘/Zd..%%/

W. W. Adams, Chairman

ABSENT

W. Don Maughan, Vice Chairman

D Sl

Roy'EL/Dodson, Member

T, WF/W

Mrs. Carl H. (Jean) Auer, Member
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(" STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD |

{

[ INTERNAL MEMO

TO: 1. Mr., Bill B. Dendy FROM: William R. Attwater

bxecutive Officer
2. Board Members Chief Counsel

pate:  AUN 16.1975 _SIGNATURE:J?/ /ﬁ%ﬂﬁj‘

SUBJECT: Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Project: Summary of Sierra Club
Comments and Impact Statement Contents

The Lake Tahoe Task Force, Northern California Regional Conservation
Committee, Sierra Club, has petitioned the State Board to review and
rescind the coﬁcept approval given by the Water Quality Division staff
to the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency's Wastewater Treatment énd :
Conveyance System in February 1975. The petitioner, because‘it is
néither an applicant nor a grantee, is not within the group permitted
to petition the Board by the grants appeal provisions of the Board's

regulations.

In this case, however, the petitioner-seeks-Board review of staff
action involving consideration of environmental documents pursuant
to CEQA requirements. -Séction 15064 of the Resources Agéncy
"Guidelines for Implementation of CEQA" includes the following
statement with regard to responsible agencies (i.e., agencies which
have approval authority over a project other than the lead agency):
"...Such responsible agéncies shall consider the Lead Agency's EIR
or negative declaration prior to acting upon or approving the
projects, and they shall certify that»their decision-making bodies
have reviewed and considered the information contained in them.®

For this reason the petition has been accepted for review.

SWRCBH 326{3-75)
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A copy of the Final Environmental Impact Statement, Comments ‘
of the Federal>Council on Environmental Quality regarding the
Statement and EPA's Supplement to the Statement in response té

the CEQ comments have been supplied to each Board member. These
documents are labeled Appendix A, B, and C, respectively. To

aid the Board in consideration of the EIS, the folloWing staff

summary of petitioner's major comments has been prepared.

Fach comment is set forth in full, followed by the staff response.
After each response is a reference to the pages of the
Environmental Impact Statement which contain the same or

similar comments.
Comment 1

o
The State of Czlifornia under Governor Brown. places high
priority on protecting the Lake Tahoe Basin. . The TTSA project ‘
is coming under scrutiny for conformance with emerging state
‘policy for the Tahoe Basin. The Board should therefore refrain
from proceeding with this project or taking any action that
forecloses options to protect and enhance the Tahoe Basin en-
vironment. There is cause to doubt that this project as now
configured and sized is consistent with the policy of Governor
Brown's administration. Some examples of the Brown adminis-
tration's concerns are: ‘ o -

(a) Announcement by Mr. Tom Quinn on March 28th that air pollu-
tion in the Tahoe Basin is already serious and at times
neaxly as bad as the Los Angeles Basin. . "

(o) An announcement during the same week by Mr. Donald Burns,
secretary of Transportation that state funds would not
be provided to expand roads into or within the Tahoe Basin.



(c)} Your announcement during the week of March 22, 1975 that
water rights previously granted may need to be withdrawn
because of imminent legal actions over water rights, there-
by restricting future urban development at Tahoe, consis-
tent with Governor Brown's policy to limit urban growth -
at Tehoe. Certainly the need for the TTSA project becomes
questionable if future urban growth at Tahoe is limited
by water supply or for any cause,

(d) Governor Brown's publicly expressecd recognition that
Federal grant monies in California have been sometimes
ineffective, oxr worse, adverse, to the best interests of
this 8tate. The state and EPA should not use public funds -

© to subsidize urban growth of the Tahoe Basin through grants
for sewage systems in excess of today's authentic water-
quality needs.

Response 1

The Lake Tahoe area has for many years been trying to solve its
water quality problems. In general, the regional sewage |
treatment concept is encouraged by federal law. Section 201(&)

of P.L. 92-500 reads, in pertinent part, as follows: "To the

extent précticable, waste treatment management shall be on an
areawide basis...”" And, in this particular case, regionalization
was determined to be the best solution to the area's waste treatment
problems. The Legislature passed an enabling law to allow
formétion of the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency for the purpose

of finding such a solution. -Many people are concerned and have

been concerned about protecting the Lake Tahoe basin, and the project
in question was designed to serve the water quality needs of the
area while minimizing secondary adverse environmental impacts.
The project, as given concept approval, wduld serve the following

populations within the Tahoe Basin:
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Year 1974 1985 (treatment plant 1994 (interceptor
and interceptor) ‘ only) !

No. People 22,559 32,650 , 40,917 | .

As statedabove, on May 28, 1975, the bi-state Tahoe Regional

Planning Agency approved the.project as in compliance with their

regional plan.

A revised regional plan is now being prepared by California

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (CTRPA). The draft of this plan
does not contain population data suitable for comparison. However,
it should be noted that CTRPA, on May 3, 1975, approved the |
proposed Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency project as in compliance‘
with the CTRPA regional plant provided that certain provisions

relating to allocation of reserve capacity among potential users

¥
1

in the basin are followed. In its resolution of approval, the . :

CTRPA governing board found that the the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation
Agency "is designed to serve substantially fewer than the existing

number of lots of record".

The above figures represent growth within the Tahoe Basin only. Of °
course, the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency project was sized based

upon the sum of growth projections for each of the districts that

make up Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency. Because Tahoe-Truckee

Sanitation Agency intends to serve prospective users on a

first come-first served basis, a larger population that that

shown could conceivably be served within the Tahoe Basin.
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Because the use of capacity designed for other districts to serve
population growth in the Tahoe Basin could invalidate the EIS,
which is based on the population projections set forth at page 8l

i

of the EIS, the staff will propose that the grant contract

include a provision allocating capacity in the treatment

plant as follows:

Area to be Served Average Daily Flow

¥§;22 gikg;epggD;‘ combined 2.9 MGD

(Includes capacity for State
Parks and National Forest

Facilities)
Alpine Springs CWD 0.16 MGD
Squaw Valley CWD 0.32 MGD
Truckee Sanitation District 1.16 MGD
(Includes capacity for Martis
Valley and State Park Facilities)
Truckee River Canyon - 0.25 MGD
TOTAL 4 .83 MGD

These figures represent the capacity necessary to serve the peak
summer equivalent populations set forth at page 84 of the EIS in
accordance with the gallons per capita per day set forth at page 85

of the EIS.

It is anticipated that capacity could be redistributed by
agreement among the member districts. However, such a
redistribution could necessitate preparation of an additional

environmental impact analysis.

Whether or not the proposed project conforms to the ideals of thé
administration under Governor Brown is a value Jjudgment and one

group's opinion cannot provide the only acceptable

answer to the problem. (EIS comment No. 1, page 158.)




Comment 2

The proposed TTSA project size was bas=d on the assumption

of moderate urban growth in the Tahoe Basin (D150). Use of

the D150 growth projection in preparirg EPA's impact state~

ment was based only on consideration of sewage system funding'
grant rules, not on overall environmental cross-impacts on

the proposed sewage system. California Law (Administrative
Code-—~Title 13, sSection 2144) requires use of the no~growth . ..
(E~Zero) criterion for sewage system grants in critical air . o
basins. The spirit and intent of this law as wellas Governor ' .
Brown's commitment to limiting urban growth at Tahoe, support
use of this no-growth critical-air-basin criterion for sewage -
facilities at Tahoe. In recent months the Air Resources Board
and more recently (April 1975) Mr. Quinn, the Chairman of the
Board, have indicated air quality at Tahoe is a very serious
problem. The fact that Tahoe has not been declared officialil--

as a critical air basin is beside the point. Tahoe is in

fact a critically sensitive area and we should make our long-

term decisions (such as T13A) accordingly. Tahoe may well

be declared officially as a critical air basin and in fact

it is certainly one of the areas for which non degradation _ .
of existing high-quality air should be insisted upon. - : .

Response.Z

The use of population pfojections E-zero and D-150 as prescribéd
in Section 2133, Title 23 of the California Administrative

Code is merely a device for determining the grant eligible
capacity of a project. Under that regulation, eligible

capacity in designated critical air basins is based on an

E-zero population figure and all other area's capacities are
based on D-150 population figures. The Lake Tahoe‘Basin has
not, in fact, been designated as being within a critical air

basin, therefore, the D-150 population projection was used.
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Section 2133(i) of the Board's regulations would permit the
Boardy in its discretion, to limit, deny or conditiqn'é grant
where the reserve capacity is of such magnitude that the growth
inducing effects and adverse environmental impacts outweigh the

benefits to be derived from the project.

It does not appear in this case, however, that the reserve
capacity provided is of an unacceptable magnitude. (Seé

response #1, above).

The figures below illustrate the average flows in the Cinder
Cone facilitieé for the month of May 1975 and the flows allocated
to that same area by the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency project,

including increased capacity based on 1985 population projections.

Tahoe City/North Tahoe May 1975 average 1985 North Tahoe

- (Cinder Cone). daily flow: 2.79*mgd allocation of

treatment plant

capacities; average

daily flow: 2.94 mgd
: |

Apparently, the flows which occurred in May 1975 were due

in part to infiltration. Any increase in the number of people

.~ who could be served would be dependent on correction of infiltration

problemns.

Assuming the infiltration problems are solved, the capacity allotted

for 1985 would accommodate a projected increase in population

*From Lahontan Regional Board data, Staff Report on Violations of
Waste Discharge Requirements, Tahoe City Public Utility. District
and North Tahoe Public Utility District, June 2, 1975.




of approximately 10,000. This increase would permit development

of approximately one-third of the estimated 11,000 existing
subdivided undeveloped lots. -The project has been approved by both

CTRPA and the bi-state Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA).

CTRPA, in its approval of the project specifically:found that ﬁhe.
Tahoe~Truckee Sanitation Agency project would not be growth

inducing in light of certain conditions which CTRPA placed

in its approval. The approval resolution gives preference to

use of the additional capacity in the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agenéy
system to serve development on existing lots of record within the
territory under CTRPA jurisdiction. A copy of the resclution |

is attached as Appendix D. (EIS comments Nos. 2 and 3, page 158.)

Comment 3

The California Tahoe Reglonal Planning Aoen”y (CTRPA) nust

by law approve all public works projects, such as the proposed
TTSA sewage system. The TTSA project has uwot yet been approvead
by the CTRPA and you should not grant any further approvals

or take any actions to proceed with the rroject until it has
been decided by the CTRPA. The Boaxrd granted concept approval
for the TTSA project in late February 1975 before the project
had been scheduled for hearing or consid=ration by the CTRPA,
The hearing is now scheduled tentatively for April 25, 1975,
The Board meanwhile has received correspondence from CTRPA
counsel regarding need for CTRPA approval,

The CTRPA is now conducting hearings on its own land use plan,
not yet adopted, which reduces urban densities below those
permitted by the bi-state TRPA land use plan which was in effect
when the TTSA project was conceived and when the EPA impact
statement was prepared. Please note, however, the following:

®
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(b) Because California law lags the .evolving public consensus
for protecting Tahoe's singular beauty, representatives
of state-wide interests constitute only a minoxity of the
CTRPA and can be dominated by local representatives who
have often demonstrated preference foxr urban growth at
the expense of environmental quality that sexrves the best .
interest of the state as a whole. Your Board by contrast
is constituted to serve the best interest of the whole

state.

Comment 4

The bistate Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) has not yet
approved the proposed project and by law cannot do so until
after the CTRPA has approved it. The bistate TRPA has only
given approval for the TTSA to apply for a grant to fund this
project, ’ :

Response 3 and L

On May 3, 1975, CTRPA gave approval to the project and on May 28,

1975, TRPA also approved the proposed. regional facility.

Comment 5

The Board and the EPA both will lose control ovexr future . - ,
expansion of sewage export system capacity from the Tahoe Basin
if the proposed TTSAh system is built. The proposed system

is so configured that export capacity (but not necessarily

treatment capacity) can be increased substantially at relatively

small cost which could be financed from local sources and would
not require state and federal grants through which you and
EPA exercise control. : '

The EPA impact statement frankly concedes this fact but dis-
regards the potential consequences for urban growth at Tahoe.

—
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Response 5 | : | (‘

This comment appears to be directed to the possibiliﬁy that by
using interceptor capacity more efficiently, more waste can be
treated, allowing further development in the Tath Basin. Although 
the treatment plant capacity is limited to 4.83 mgd, the interéeptor
peak wet weather flow capacity from the Tahoe Basin is 7.6 mgd. The
Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency could régulate the flows‘in the |
interceptor by use of storage facilities, avoiding peaks,and |
consequently could transport greater amounts of sewage. However,
the increased capacity of the interceptors which could be realized
by such modification would not in and of itself increase treatment
capacity, as the treatment capacity is fixed at 4.83 mgd. Before

any further treatment capacity could be obtained, a new treatment

facility would have to be constructed. No further grant funds .
would be available for such expansion. (See Section 2108(h) .

of the Board's Regulations.) Prior approval for such construction.
would have to be obtained %rom CTRPA and TRPA and approval of |
additional discharges would be required from the Regional Board.

The California Environmental Quality Act would, of course,

have to be complied with in planning for later treatment plant

expansion. (EIS comments Nos. 10 and 11, page 159.)
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Comment 6

The proposed project might not satisfy the reguirements of the
California Environmental Quality Zct (CEQ ).The CEQA guide-
lines indicate that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
prepared under the National Environmental Protection Zict (NEP2Z)
may be used in lieu of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR)

if the EIS complies with CEQA4 but the EIS must in addition
discuss adequately both mitigation measures to reduce adverse
environmental impacts and also must discuss growth-inducing
impacts in an adequate fashion (California Administrative Code,
Title 14, section 15063 (B)). Section 15143 (G( regarding

the treatment of growth inducing impacts undexr CEQL specifically
cites major expansions of sewage systems as an example of pro-
jects which remove obstacles to urban growth. Furthermore,

the EPs impact statement on the basis of which the Board granted
concept approval did not consider the CTRP/ land use plan that
is now in effect, having been adopted in summer of 1974, too
late for consideration in the EPA impact statement.

Response 6

Section 21083.5 of CEQA, requires that when an EIS is used in
lieu of an EIR, the statement must discuss growth inducing impééts‘
of a proposed project and mitigation measures. The EIS in fact
includes discussion of both of these subject areas. Pages 84-86
include a discussion of the populations that can be served by the
facilities. Pages 123 through 129 and 131 through 133 discuss
the environmental impacts which will result from this additional

population.

Although the discussion of mitigation measures is not included in
a separate chapter, page 112 of the EIS points out that mitigation
measures are discussed in the Chapter concerning “Probable Impacts’

Which Cannot be Avoided". This chapter begins at‘page 130.
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Comment 7

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), President Ford's :
Ldvisor on Environmental matters raised several serious gues-— |
tions about this project after the EPL impact statement was
filed last September. These questions were not answered by
EPL until March 27, 1975 and 30 days are provided for public
comment on EPi's answers to these guestions after announcement ?
in the federal register (probably 1l iLpril 1975). Your Board's o
approval of the TTSA project concept before these questions o
and comments were available is unfortunate. In fact, Resources
Secretary, Norman B. Livermore, Jr:- in mid-November 1974,
advised me, in good faith, that your Board would not take up .
the matter of concept approval and would not grant concept ) :
- approval until after the CEQ comments were received in early -
Lpril 1975 and I in good faith relied on that representation.

I was surprised to learn in December that a grant of more than
$1 million dollars had been made for design of the: TTSI proiect
in order to answer the questions posed by CEQ, and I was dis-
mayed to learn in early March from your Board's staff that

concept approval had been granted in late February before the
CEQ guestions were answered. -

Response 7

On March 27, 1975, EPA responded to the questions raised by the
Council on Environmental Quality. Notice of‘EPA's response‘tol
CEQ was published in the Federal Register on April 25, 1975’~
with a 30-day comment period allowed before the response was
final. According to EPA personnel, no comments were received

on the supplement within the comment period. Thé CEQ letter _
and EPA's response are attached as Exhibits B and C, respéctively.
Concept approval was given by the staff prior to comﬁletion'

by EPA of its response to the CEQ,inquiry because it was i
necessary to complete detailed design work before some of the

CEQ questions could be answered. CEQ itself récognized this ’.

fact in its letter to EPA when it stated: "Because of the
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extent and importance of these issues, we recommend that EPA
prepare a supplement to the final EIS for this project once the

dévelopment of plans and specifications is completed."

(Emphasis added.) (EIS comment No. 7, page 159.)

Comment &

U.S. Forest Service records indicate that peak sewage flows
from the Tahoe Basin portion of the TTSi, service area were
2.56 million gallons per day in Lugust 1974. The peak sewage
and infiltration flow was 2.92 in Marxrch 1974. The Tahoe City
Public Utility District (TCPUD) claims that it has since reduced’
infiltration by more than 0.4 million gallons per day, indi-
cating that 2.56 million gallons per day observed in Lugust
represents a valid measurement of current total peak sewage
and infiltration flows. However, the EP. impact statement
approved a TTSL sewage export line total flow capacity of 6.8
million gallons per day, with the rationale that average flows

through such a pipe would probably not exceed about 3.8 million

gallons per day, because of variations in sewage loads during
the day. However, EPL engineers who are now reviewing the
system design prepared under the grant made in December 1974,
find that the export line is designed to carry total flow of
at least 7.8 million gallons per day from Tahoe and that the

.total flow capacity could be even greater in actual operation

because the system is sized to carry at least 7.8 million
gallons per day in areas where the pipe is relatively flat.

Response 8

Flow figures presented for March 197h (2.92 mgd) and August 197
(2.56 mgd) appear reasonably accurate. Regional Board flow
records for May 1975 indicate a pegk flow of over 3.4 mgd
occurred. This May 1975 figﬁre represents a valid measurement

of current total peak sewage and infiltration/inflow flow. In
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view of the recent high peak flows obser&ed, it is difficult

to determine the effectiveness of previous actions to correct
inflow/infiltration sources. The flow of 2.56 in Aﬁgust may not
represent a true sewage plus infiltration flow as contended by

the petitionen since in August significant quantities of infiltrat:

inflow would probably not occur.

The 6.8 mgd export line was identified in the draft EIS at page 86,
Table 22. This figure was revised upward to 7.6 mgd peak wet |
weather flow in the final EIS* and corresponds to an average daily

flow of 3.89 mgd.

Plans and specifications for the interceptor have béen .
approved by the State. The line was designed to carry 7.6>ﬁgd;
however, if that flow quantity for a given pipe slope required a
nonstandard pipe size, the next larger pipe‘was-used, i.e., ifA
a 29-inch pipe was needed, a 30-inch, pipe would be installed.
The pipe capacity is affected by.the combination ‘of pipe size

and slope. Therefore, there are some parts of the interceptorA

- with capacity greater than 7.6 mgd. ~However, the capacity of the

line is determined by the capacity of its smallest segment which is
7.6 mgd. Therefore, the overall design capacity of the'line
is 7.6 mgd. (EIR comments Nos. 10 and 11, page 159.) (See !

also Response 5.)

*Note: Page 85 and 86 of the Final EIS indicated a_3.89 mgd - {

average daily flow and a 1. 95 peaking factor, resultlng in an-

intowooptor oapaoity of 7. mgd



ment on Land Use: Tahoe Basin 1950-1972", by James E. Pepper,
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Comment 9 ' ’ | ' ‘ o

"Wastewater infrastructure projects have had a significant
influcence on the land use pattern in the Lake Tahoe Basin,
Land use densities have increcased immediately following the
expansion of plant capacities in arcas serviced by three of .
the four major wastewater treatment facilitics." So concludes
recent EPi. rescarch report, "Influences of Vastewater Manage-—

U.C. Santa Cruz, report EPL-600~5-74-019, October 1974.

The TTS., project will clearly support future urban growth at

Tahoe. But the public policy now beginning to take shape for
Tahoe would tend to substantially reduce such growth, raising - |
serious questions of whether there is a rcal and immediate , v |
nced for the TTSL project to sexve Tahoe. _ Co ‘ ;

Response 9

It is true that without capacity to treat sewage, devélopment_is
inhibited. However, it is neither cost effective nor prddent

to construct a facility without at least some reserve capacity
for probable future population growth. It is fhe primary duty
of theFState Water Resources Control‘Board to protect water
quality and to do this, facilities must be of adequate size

to serve the area. The actual amount of growth allowed_Ey the
project is discusséd under Comment 2 above. The control on
future development of areas not already apﬁroved for improvement
is primarily within the authority of the land use approving
agencies, i.e., the counties and the regional planning agencies.

(EIS comments Nos. .3a, 9, and 12, pages 158 to 159.)




Comment 10

Ziccoxding to EPL cngincers reviewing the project desi

8?,000 £t (16 miles) export line, agout Zi ggégtfgeiiggﬁﬁthg
will follow the Truckee River bed. The pipe will be la:}gme =
upderground and will cross under the river at eight (8)l la

S5ix of ?hes? river crossings are in the relatively ‘shortpstc?S°
of scgnlc.rlver area between Lake Tahoco and Squaw Valle steh
T@e Pipe 1s estimated to cost about $10 million of the 2 o
ximately $30 million of the total project. ' Sppro= o

Response 10

The interceptor will cross under the river in eight places as
indicated above{ The design was closely coordinated with the
State Department of Fish and Game, Parks and Recreation, and

U. S. Forest Service. All of these agencies concur with the choice

of the proposed interceptor design. Thé alternative to the 1:'Lne _ {‘
éhosen is a line following the highway easement. Such a line would -
have to be a combination of gravity and pressure lines. .
Considerations which led to preference for the gravity 1iné‘

selected were lower cost, increased reliability,Aenergy conserVation,
more adequate service along the inéerceptor and reductibn:of"
inspections and maintenancevconcerns; The pipe wili be buried, A
so that it ultimately will not affect the scenic river, althougﬁ .
there will be some disturbance during construction. The Lahontan .
Regional Board will issue requirements prohibiting siltation of the
river during construction. (See Regional Board comménts on the

EIS, page 249 of the EIS.) (EIS comment No. 3b, page 158, also

EIS, Appendix R, pages 54-57.) (.
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Comment 11

Geological data obtained by the Board's staff indicate that
the cindex cone disposal site now used for disposal of Tahoe
sewage outside the basin can assimilate at least 2.8 million
gallons per day on a continuing basis and could very likely
assimilate even largexr quantities of effluent if nutrients

and other impurities were removed by higher-level treatment.
These nutrients now entexr the Truckee River after passing
through the cinder cone. The scwage deposited there now
receives only primary treatment for export from the Basin to
the cinder cone disposal site. Preliminary estimates indicate
that the existing plants could be upgraded to secondary level
treatment for about $3 million and to adequate tertiary treat-
ment levels for a total outlay of about $6 million at a capa-
city level of 3 million gallons per day. If the disposal site
should become inadequate, alternative or supplementary sites
do exist within a few miles but more study is nceded to define
their capacities and appropriate configurations for their use,
These sites were studied in 1968 by Robert Matthews, now Dean
of Environmental Sciences at U.C. Davis, and wexe reported

in "Reconneaissance -~ Geological Investigation of Potential
Sewage Disposal Sites: Lake Tahoe. '

Response 11

A comprehensive analysis was completed of the alterﬁative
methods for meeting the regional sewefagé_needs of the area. |
In the final analysis the single plant having a high degree of
treatment reliability was selected as being the best alternative
from among those coﬁsidered. The separate and continued use of
the Cinder Cone was included in the plant concept alternatives

considered. (See particularly, pages 88, 105-108 and 118-121

of the EIS.)

While the separate plant alternative was comparable to other
alternatives in cost, it received a less acceptable rating in

environmental impact, reliability; flexibility of system to meet
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changing requirements, and compatibility with preeent. water ' '
quality policies, regional planning and legal requirements. |
The EIS (EIS, page 119 and Appendix N, pages 33-35) indicates
that the continued use of the Cinder Cone could result in
exceeding Regional Board nitrate requirements. Further, the
Forest Service has expressed its desire to return the Cinder
Cone to public recreation use (EIS, page 137). The.Cinder-f
Cone's precise ultimate capacity is net known (See, e.g.,

page 119, EIS). Further, the EIS (Appendix N, page 27)
indicates that excecsive ground water mounding could oceur:

from continued use of the Cinder Cone and result in ground
water movement toward the Tahoe Basiﬁ. In addition, it would»
not be desirable in terms of plant reliability to have several o /.w
highly refined treatment.plants of the type neceesary to meet
water éuality requirements (including‘tertiary treatment and
nitrogen removal) rather than thelone plant where the fullll“‘%
resources of Tahoe-Truckee Sénitation Agency can be abplied te»‘
proper operation and maintenance. - Regionel Board waste | |
discharge requirements’order termination.of diScharges to‘the |
Cinder Cone by January 1, 1976. (EIS commentstOs. 3c, 4, 12;_
13, 14, pages 158-160.) '




>
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Comment 12

Sewage from downstrecam areas such as Scuaw Valley and Llpinc
Mecadows could be handled, it appcars, by mecans other than the
proposed system. Squaw Valley current flows are about 0.25
million gallons per day and less than that for Zlpine Mecadows.
High-level advanced treatment facilities installed at Kirkwood
Meadows during the past two years, since the  TTSi. concept was
evolved must mcet far more stringent effluent rcequircments

for discharge into Kirkwood Crcek (in the Zmerican Rivex '
drainage basin) than is rcquired for effluent from the proposed
TTS.. plant. Your Board should know before committing to the
current TTSi. proposal why an on-site treatment system, that

is acceptable at Kirkwood Meadows should bc unacccptable at
Squaw Valley and Zlpine Mcadows, where discharged watcr _
quality requircments are less stringent. The Kirkwood plant,
because of the stringent effluent rcquircments there, has
forced advances in the state-of-the-art and the technical

problems that are enevitable in such undertakings arc now .

Yeing worked out. The City of Palo Llto also is implementing

an advanced treatment system to rcturn highly-treated local
effluent to the ground water table in the Palo iilto arxea.
Clecarly the state of the art has moved forward sincce the TTSL
concept was evolved and better alternatives may now or soon

be available, that is, better in the scnse of providing adcguate
water quality with less destruction of the landscape and less
urban growth in the Tahoc Basin. ‘

Response 12

An alternative similar to the alternative suggested above was
considered and rejected in favor of the regional project. (See

discussion of "Plan J", EIS pages 105-108 and 118-121.)

It was felt that several smaller plants would work less effectively

.than one regional plaht in eliminating water quality problems.

With respect to petitioner's suggestion that a Kirkwood Meadows
type plant be used, the highly sophisticated méthod of_tréatment
being used at Kirkwoou is still considered experimental and it
is not certain whéther the performance of the plant will live up\
to operational expectations. (EIS comments Nos. 5, 11, 15, 16,

pages 158 to 160.)
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Comment 13

The EIS on which your Board staff bascd its concept approval
considers primarily water guality impacts and only sccondarily
considers total cnvironmental xmpact izlthough the project
may be good for water quality, it's bad for Lake Tahoe Basin

environmental quality becausc it supports urban growth and

it disrupts the scenic river bed. It is what the language

of systems analysis calls suboptimization: it achieves more

of a narrower objective but less of a broader objective. Since

the broader objective is quality of the utterly unlquc Lake
Tahoe Basin, wc should not settle for less.

Comment 14

The professional and administrative resources of the State

of California should be brought to bear in developing the

facts necessary to reach a balanced sound decision in the best
long run interests of this state. Water guality is an important
element but not the whole and a sound decision must balance
water quality and urbanization with total environmental qua-
lity. If comprchensive professional analysis demonstrates

that the proposed TTSi. regional system configuration at the

size levels proposed by the Watcr Quality Division of EPA is‘,4uwé

the only feasible means of maintaining water quality in

Lake Tahoe and the Truckee River under current and foreseeable
levels of urbanization, then that is cause enough to reduce
future and current levels of urbanization at Tahoe. If we -
can't simultancously have water quality, landscape quality
and urbanization at Tahoe, then by all means give up urbani-~
zation. Certainly don't give up wwter wnd 1andscapo quallty
for urbanization.

Comment 15

The government and people of California face hard choices
among undesirable alternatives now becausc the Tahoe Basin
and down-river areas were urbanized during the past twenty
years and more. None of the available alternatives are ideal;
all have drawbacks but some are worse than others,




Response 13, 14, and 15

These comments express a matter of opinion and are valid
in that respect. They do not, hdwever, provide an entire
picture of the situation upon which one may come to a conclusion

on the matter. These same types of considerations were brought

.up in comments in the EIS regarding EPA's responsibilities to

the environment. (EIS comment No. 17, page 161.)




ORDER

IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that:

1. The grant coﬁtract for the Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation
Agency wastewater treatment facilities be conditioned as set forth
on page 14{pf this order. | -

2. The petition of the Lake Tahoe Task TForce, Nbrthern,
California Regional Conservation Committee, Sierra Club, be | |

denied.

Dated: June 19, 1975

/s/ W. W. Adams _
- W. W. Adams, Chairman

ABSENT '
W. Don Maughan, Vice Chairman

/s/ Roy E. Dodson
Roy E. Dodson, Member

/s/ Mrs. Carl H. Auer :
Mrs. Carl H. (Jean) Auer, Member
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